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PER CURI AM

Bi rhane Kfl om Moges, a native and citizen of Ethiopia,
seeks review of a decision of the Board of Inmgration Appeals
(Board) affirming the immgration judge's denial of asylum
wi t hhol di ng of deportation, and protection under the Convention
Agai nst Torture.” The imm gration judge concl uded that, because of
changed conditions in Ethiopia, Mges did not have a well -founded
fear of persecution or entitlement to asylum based on past

persecution. See 8 C.F.R 8§ 1208.13(b) (2004); Gonahasa v. INS

181 F.3d 538, 541-42 (4th Cr. 1999). W have reviewed the
adm nistrative record and the i mm gration judge' s decision and find
that the ruling of the imm gration judge, affirned by the Board, is

supported by substantial evidence. See INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502

U S. 478, 481 (1992).

In addition, we uphold the denial of Mges’ application
for w thholding of renoval. “Because the burden of proof for
wi t hhol di ng of renoval is higher than for asylum-even though the
facts that nust be proved are the sane--an applicant who is
ineligible for asylumis necessarily ineligible for w thhol di ng of

removal under [8 U S.C.] § 1231(b)(3).” Camara v. Ashcroft, 378

F.3d 361, 367 (4th Gr. 2004).

"Moges asserts no argunents regarding the Convention Agai nst
Torture in this Court.



Accordingly, we deny the petition for review ']
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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